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I. Executive Summary & Credentials 

February 28, 2018 

VIA EMAIL  TO: jmercier@ci.reading.ma.us 

Mr. John Jarema 
Acting Chair, Zoning Board of Appeals 

16 Lowell Street 

Reading, MA 01867 

Re: Eaton-Lakeview Apartments ï Comprehensive Permit Application 

 Reading, Massachusetts 

Dear Mr. Jarema, 

The purpose of this letter is to provide the Reading Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA) with neighborhood 
community review of the Chapter 40B Comprehensive Permit application. 

When the Eaton-Lakeview application was filed, we discovered that many residents in the neighborhood 

are qualified to provide professional feedback on the merits and deficiencies of the proposed project.  
Table I-1 (page 3) presents a list of these reviewers along with their credentials. 

We request that the ZBA members take the community input provided herewith into account during their 

consideration of the subject application.  Many of the contributors to this review have previously 

participated in other Chapter 40B developments.  We would like to ensure that this project recognizes 
local concerns and is appropriate and responsible for the site.  We will appreciate if the ZBA gives us the 

opportunity to present our position at the public hearings and be active participants in the proceedings. 

We request to be given the opportunity to summarize this document in a short presentation at the first 
ZBA meeting where the proposed Eaton-Lakeview development will be discussed.  Our review covers 

three areas of concern regarding the proposed development: 

1. Community review of the Traffic-Impact and Access Study (Section II); 

2. Design review of the site and architectural plans (Section III); and 

3. Environmental concerns (Section IV). 

In the present response to the proposed development, we will show that the application appears to be 

incomplete and that it omits important information that is essential for an effective ZBA evaluation.  We 
highlight the following key points: 

1. The traffic study is incomplete because it excludes from the presented analysis critical 

intersections.  One example of such is General Way / Walkers Brook Drive.  Walkers Brook 
Drive is one of the least functional and most accident-prone roadways in town (Section II.A, item 

4).  The intersection of Walkers Brook Drive with General Way and the proximity of this 

intersection to Lakeview Avenue is part of the dysfunction.  Given that the main egress of the 
proposed development is only a few feet away from this General Way intersection, and for all 

practical purposes functions as part of the intersection, its omission needs to be rectified. 
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2. The application is incomplete regarding site and architectural design because it omits site 

sections, elevations, and other important items.  These omissions, along with the absence of any 

adjacent features, such as surrounding structures, obscure the incompatibility of the scale and 
mass of the proposed design with its surroundings. 

3. The proposal gives no consideration to environmentally conscious design even though the site 

abuts protected wetlands and riverfront under town bylaw.  It also neglects to provide discussion 
of the environmental impacts on the wetlands and the wildlife habitat, thus not responding to a 

requirement in MassHousingôs Project Eligibility Letter (dated October 24, 2017). 

Everybody in the neighborhood is aware of the Town of Readingôs responsibility to meet the affordable 

housing needs mandated by the State of Massachusetts.  Members of the community are supportive of 
that goal and are proud that the Town of Reading is making headway and is being recognized for its 

efforts by the Safe Harbor certification. 

We respectfully request that the ZBA invoke Safe Harbor within the 15 day period after the first public 
hearing.  We do not request that the Board deny the application.  Instead, we believe that the application 

should be reviewed under Safe Harbor.  We respectfully request that all interested parties ï the 

development team, the town, and the neighbors ï engage in an open, productive dialog with the common 
goal of achieving a mutually acceptable outcome while preserving the townôs rights under Safe Harbor. 

Based on the newly adopted Housing Production Plan (HPP) and very recent 40R project approvals, the 

town is 31.4 units short of the current 10% affordable housing threshold.  Taking into account Johnson 

Woods (7 units), the deficit decreases to 24.4 units.  Town staff has made the argument that the 10% 
threshold is likely to increase after the 2020 census and it is desirable to get a 95 unit surplus from the 

proposed Eaton-Lakeview development.  However, this would place a large burden on a single 

neighborhood to a meet a town-wide objective.  Moreover, the new thresholds will not come into effect 
until 2023.  The HPP identifies four Priority Development Areas to meet demands for housing and 

commercial uses.  Two of these areas are within walking distance of the proposed apartment development 

ï the 1 General Way and New Crossing Road redevelopments.  We fully support the stated intent to 
develop these lots with the goal to create "a more vibrant mix of uses and structures of different densities 

in this area".  The town has created a thoughtful and well -reasoned HPP.  We believe that following the 

ideas in the HPP would ensure that the town meets, or even exceeds, the state mandated affordable 

housing goals under the anticipated threshold revisions by the time they take effect in 2023. 

We understand that the ZBA will primarily be reviewing this application for consistency with local 

Housing Needs (as defined by 760CMR 56.02).  However, given that the Town of Reading is literally 

within reach of the state mandated affordable housing goals, we expect that the ZBA would balance the 
need for affordable housing with Local Concerns (as defined by 760CMR 56.02).  This includes other 

town priorities like traffic safety, compatible site and building design to the surroundings, and 

environmental protection and conservation.  We believe that all needs can be met to the satisfaction of the 

community and in accordance with the Commonwealthôs regulations. 

We appreciate your consideration of our input.  Please direct questions to Michael Flynn (190 Green 

Street), or Boriana Milenova (94 Eaton Street) at boriana.milenova@gmail.com. 

Sincerely, 

Neighbors for Responsible & Appropriate Development 

mailto:boriana.milenova@gmail.com
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CC: 

Julie Mercier, Community Development Director 

Jean Delios, Assistant Town Manager 
Bob LeLacheur, Town Manager 

Brad Jones, Representative 20
th
 Middlesex District 

Reading Board of Selectmen 

 

Table I-1: Community reviewer credentials. 

Michael Flynn 
Consulting and design engineer with over 10 years of experience in geotechnical, structural, environmental and 
civil / construction fields including, excavation support design, design of temporary works, slope stability analysis, 
seepage analysis, settlement analysis, wall analysis and design, civil and site design, construction oversight, 
remedial investigation and design, subsurface explorations, and laboratory testing programs.  Primary 
specialization in the geostructural and geotechnical engineering.  Registered as a professional engineer in the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts with projects across the United States.  Member of the Reading Conservation 
Commission. 
Dean Hofelich 
Registered architect with 20 years of experience in designing a wide variety of residential, institutional, and 
commercial projects.  Expertise in sustainable design, member of the design team for the Appalachian Mountain 
/ƭǳōΩǎ ŀǿŀǊŘ ǿƛƴƴƛƴƎ IƛƎƘƭŀƴŘ /ŜƴǘŜǊ ŀƴŘ ¢ƘŀȅŜǊ IŀƭƭΦ  aŜƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ǘŜŀƳǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ aǳǎŜǳƳ ƻŦ {ŎƛŜƴŎŜ 
Gordon Wing and Planetarium renovations, as well as several campus improvements for Bridgewater State 
University and Springfield Technical Community College.  Worked on sustainable design projects with highly 
efficient alternative construction materials and methods. 
Christos Kuliopuolos 
Underwriting, Financing, and Asset Management Advisor with over 20 years of real estate advisory and investment 
experience, including strategic development planning and implementation, capital and partnership structuring, 
equity raising, real estate investment and commercial due diligence and financial modeling, product positioning 
and market feasibility, valuation, site selection and acquisition, project management and marketing.  Extensive 
experience in multiple product types from planned communities, resorts developments, hi-rise buildings, transit 
oriented developments, industrial parks, single family home subdivisions, condominium communities, active adult, 
mill conversions, life sciences, healthcare and senior living.  In total, involvement in over $5 billion in real estate 
development, transaction and investment deals throughout the US, Canada, South America and the Caribbean. 
Tony Rodolakis 
Environmental Scientist with a graduate degree in Aquatic Ecology and 25 years of consulting experience with 
hazardous waste, permitting, and other environmental projects in Massachusetts, across the US, Canada, Latin 
America, and Australia. 
David J. Cannon 
General Contractor with 30 years of experience.  Founder and owner of Beech Tree Building & Remodeling LLC., 
Licensed and Registered. 
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II. Traffic Review Response 

February 28, 2018 

VIA EMAIL  TO: jmercier@ci.reading.ma.us 

Mr.John Jarema 
Acting Chair, Zoning Board of Appeals 

16 Lowell Street 

Reading, MA 01867 

Re: Review of Traffic-Impact and Access Study 

 Eaton-Lakeview Apartments ï Comprehensive Permit Application 

 Reading, Massachusetts 

Dear Mr. Jarema, 

The purpose of this letter is to provide the Reading Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA) with neighborhood 

community review of the Traffic-Impact and Access Study (TIAS) for the proposed Eaton-Lakeview 

Apartments development.  Our review was performed on the Transportation Engineering Planning, and 
Policy LLC (TEPP) report dated January 2, 2018 submitted as part of the Chapter 40B Comprehensive 

Permit package. 

In our opinion, the Traffic-Impact and Access Study is not adequate to support the proposed 120-unit 

development.  Section II.A summarizes our general comments and Section II.B presents our detailed 
review comments, however our key concerns are: 

1. The proposed study area is incomplete and disregards several key roads and intersections; 

2. The data collected misses critical data points that impact functionality and safety; 

3. The study has not adequately addressed the safety concerns.  It makes misinformed statements 

about safety that are based on flawed and incomplete data. 

One apparent omission is that the study excludes the intersection of General Way and Walkers Brook 
Drive.  The functionality of this intersection directly impacts the main route of access to the proposed 

development site and in turn will impact several other roads and intersections due to route reselection.  

The adjacent stretch of Walkers Brook Drive is one of the most accident-prone, dangerous, and least 

functional in Reading.  It is on the MassDOT 2013-2015 Highway Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) 
list of eligible clusters. 

The author himself includes qualifications and limitations in the report and admits the shortcomings of the 

evaluation (TIAS, page 3 and 44, bullet 3).  In our opinion, considering the safety concerns on Walkers 
Brook Drive, careful analysis of that area should be performed as part of the Comprehensive Permit 

Application, by the applicant or others.  Approval of the proposed development project prior to 

performing such analysis will potentially put Reading residents in greater harmôs way without proper 
understanding of the associated risks. 

The author of the study concludes that ñthe project is not anticipated to have significant impact on area 

traffic operationsò.  However, intersections like John Street are already performing at Level of Service 
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(LOS) F for the existing conditions and cannot get any lower rating.  We note that increasing traffic 

volume will increase risk of accidents and likelihood of harm even within F-level LOS environments. 

The community reaction to the TIAS and its conclusions can be described as skepticism.  The sweeping 
ñno impactò conclusion does not make sense to people who live and drive in the area. 

Our main recommendation is to revise the study to include a more expansive study area and address the 

incomplete data points noted in Sections II.A and II.B.  Additional studies regarding potential 
improvements to Walkers Brook Drive should be performed prior to consideration of approval of this 

project.  Additionally, any improvements to Lakeview Avenue should be addressed as part of this 

application. 

We also respectfully suggest for the members of the ZBA to take a drive through the stretch of Walkers 
Brook Drive in question.  Such firsthand experience would help the members understand the challenges 

of the primary access point of the development. 

We appreciate your consideration of our review.  Please direct questions in regard to our traffic study 
review to Michael Flynn (190 Green Street) or Boriana Milenova (94 Eaton Street) at 

boriana.milenova@gmail.com. 

CC: 
Julie Mercier, Community Development Director 

Jean Delios, Assistant Town Manager 

Bob LeLacheur, Town Manager 

Brad Jones, Representative 20
th
 Middlesex District 

Reading Board of Selectmen 
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II.A. General review comments for Traffic-Impact and Access Study for the 
Eaton-Lakeview Apartments proposal (dated January 2, 2018) 

1. Based on available MassDOT data, we do not concur with the findings that ñthe intersections 
studied as part of the TIAS do not represent significant safety concernsò and ñthe project is not 

anticipated to have significant impact on area traffic operationsò. 

a. This project will be adding traffic to an already inefficient and unsafe intersection and 

roadway. 

b. The authorôs conclusion that it does not have significant impact is because the Level of 

Service (LOS) for the existing conditions is already F and cannot get any worse. 

c. The author has not evaluated unintended alternative routes due to poor LOS at 
intersections. 

2. The author does not provide recommendations within the findings.  However, he indicates that 

the applicant is willing to: 

Á Reconstruct Lakeview Avenue and add a sidewalk; and 
Á Contribute to a study of potential improvements by other to the Walkers Brook Drive / 

Lakeview Avenue intersection area. 

This would appear to indicate that the author feels that a study for improvements on Walkers 
Brook Drive / Lakeview Avenue is necessary.  In our opinion, considering the safety concerns on 

this stretch of roadway, this should be performed as part of the Comprehensive Permit 

Application, by the applicant or others.  Approval of this project prior to performing this study 
will potentially put Reading residents in greater harmôs way without proper understanding the 

risks associated. 

a. The crash data appear incomplete based on our review of the MassDOT crash mapping 

resource (http://services.massdot.state.ma.us/crashportal/; see items 4 & 5 below and 
Section II.B, items 8 & 9). 

b. Roadway safety due to volume increases has not been evaluated.  The volume of cars 

traveling on Lakeview is estimated to increase by up to 350% from current traffic during 
peak hours. 

3. The study inadequately addresses the safety issues and ignores critical nearby crash data.  The 

studyôs findings state ñThe intersections studied as part of this TIAS do not represent significant 
safety concernsò.  The study does not take into account relevant MassDOT crash data shown in 

Figure II-1. 

4. Walkers Brook Drive already represents one of the most dangerous and accident-prone stretches 

in Reading outside of Main Street (State Route 28).  No consideration to this safety data was 
given as part of this study. 

a. Walkers Brook Drive is one of MassDOTôs 2013-2015 Highway Safety Improvement 

Program (HSIP) eligible clusters 
(http://gis.massdot.state.ma.us/maptemplate/topcrashlocations; 39 Accidents, 2 involving 

injuries in this record period). 

b. An HSIP Eligible Cluster is one in which the total number of ñequivalent property 

damage onlyò crashes in the cluster is within the top 5% of all clusters in that region.  
ñEquivalent property damage onlyò is a method of combining the number of crashes with 

the severity of the crashes based on a weighted scale. 

c. The Town of Reading only has 4 HSIP Eligible Clusters based on 2013-2015 data: 

http://services.massdot.state.ma.us/crashportal
http://gis.massdot.state.ma.us/maptemplate/topcrashlocations
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× Main Street near MBTA 

Crossing (40 Accidents, 3 

involving injuries) 
× Walkers Brook Drive (39 

Accidents, 2 involving 

injuries) 
× Main Street near Franklin 

Street (37 Accidents, 5 

involving injuries) 

× Main Street near Summer 
Ave (24 Accidents, 5 

involving injuries) 

5. Several additional intersections in the 
neighborhood of the proposed 

development will be impacted by the 

proposed development and should be 
evaluated as part of this study.  The 

Institute of Transportation Engineers 

(ITE) recommends the study area include 

(a) all roads, ramps, and intersections 
through which peak hour proposed 

development site traffic composes at 

least 5% of the existing capacity on and 
(b) intersection, approach, or roadway 

sections on which accident potential or 

residential traffic character is expected to 
be significantly impacted.  We 

recommend, at a minimum, the following 

intersections be included as part of this 

study (Figure II-2): 
Á General Way / Walkers Brook 

Á Green Street / Eaton Street 

Á Beech Street / Lakeview Avenue 
Á Green Street / Beech Street 

Á Green Street / John Street 

Á Eaton Street / Salem Street 

6. The evaluation of Lakeview / Walkers 
Brook ignores the impact associated with 

General Way.  General Way is too close 

to Lakeview Avenue to ignore.  The 
author admits that this is a shortcoming 

of their evaluation and qualifies the study 

accordingly.  The study should consider 
General Wayôs impact to the 

functionality and safety of the Lakeview 

Avenue / Walkers Brook intersection. 

  

 
 

 

Figure II -1: Top: Accident locations and counts for 

ingress / egress & access roads (delineated by green 

outline) to proposed development site (delineated by 

blue dashed outline); Bottom: Accident count by year 

within green outline. (Source: 

http://services.massdot.state.ma.us/crashportal/) 
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II.B. Specific review comments for 
Traffic-Impact and Access Study for 
the Eaton-Lakeview Apartments 
proposal (dated January 2, 2018) 

1. Page 1, Paragraph 4:  We understand the 

intersections were selected based upon 

consultation with the Town.  This should 
not have limited the review to only those 

intersections, but all intersections impacted 

by the proposed development. 

2. Page 2, Paragraph 1:  The study used the 9
th
 

edition of the Trip Generation Manual 

(TGM) published by the ITE.  The latest 

edition of the TGM (10
th
 edition) includes 

several significant changes to the 

residential land use categories and offers a 

significantly expanded and enhanced data 
set while removing obsolete data used from 

the 60s and 70s.  The ITE strongly 

recommends using the 10
th
 Edition of TGM 

for new analyses.  This may invalidate all 
trip generation and capacity analysis 

information. 

3. Page 9 to 10:  Include an evaluation of the 
typical roadway width. 

4. Page 12: Traffic Volumes:  Precisely where 

were the automatic-traffic recorders (ATRs) located? 

5. Page 12:  Turning-Movement Counts should be obtained from the additional intersections 
indicated above. 

6. Page 13, Results:  Confirm traffic volumes are correct. 

7. Page 21, Accident History at John Street:  The results do not include accidents < 200 ft. from the 
intersection at the John Street curve (Figure II-3 Top).  This creates a total of 9 incidents from 

2011 to 2015. 

8. Page 22:  This does not include the accidents at General Way and the Salem Five bank site 
(Figure II-3 Middle).  This adds approximately 18 accidents. 

In our opinion, it is appropriate to add the accidents at General Way due to its proximity to 

Lakeview Avenue.  Records are based on accident reports and reports in this area may have been 

written to the significant intersection in the area (General Way / Walkers Brook) rather than 
addressing the Lakeview particularly.  Due to the proximity of General Way this should all be 

evaluated as a single intersection (Figure II-3 Bottom). 

9. Page 28, Table 5:  The project uses TGM 9
th
 edition land use code 220 and 120 units.  This land 

use code includes traffic for Low-Rise, Mid-Rise, and High-Rise Apartments.  The use of this 

generic code can underestimate the vehicle trips because larger developments (mid-rise and high-

rise) generally have fewer cars per unit.  The 10
th
 edition offers updates to the residential codes. 

10. Page 28:  What qualifies as a significant overall impact to traffic? 

 

Figure II -2: Many development-relevant 

intersections were not included in the TIAS. 

Included
Excluded



Neighborhood Response to Eaton-Lakeview 
Apartments Chapter 40B Comprehensive Permit 
Application 

Response #1 
February 28, 2018 

Section II: Traffic Study 
Review Response 

 

Community Expertise for Development that is 
Appropriate & Responsible (CEDAR) 

 Page 9 of 21 

 

11. Page 35:  Traffic volume changes only 

evaluate the changes to the Walkers 

Brook Drive north and south of John 
Street and Eaton north of Pleasant.  It 

does not evaluate volume changes to 

any other roadway.  Additionally, 
these data are misleading.  The 

Walkers Brook Drive volumes are 

primarily due to drivers traveling 

straight through on Walkers Brook 
Drive (more than 95%).  The 

additional vehicles in the TIAS are 

only associated with entry / exit to 
Walkers Brook Drive.  It should be 

noted that even a small increase in 

entering and exiting vehicles to an 
already substantial traffic flow has a 

significant negative impact on traffic 

and safety. 

12. Page 41:  The author states: ñThe 
proximity of the Walkers Brook Drive / 

General Way signalized intersection 

does affect the Walkers Brook Drive / 
Lakeview Avenue intersection because, 

under certain traffic conditions, the 

proximity of these intersections can 
make left turn maneuvers at the 

Walkers Brook Drive / Lakeview 

Avenue intersection more challenging 

for drivers to make.ò This reinforces 
the need to evaluate General Way as 

part of this study. 

 

 
 

 
 

 

Figure II -3: Top: Accident history for John Street (15 

total reports, 9 in 2011-2015 period); Middle: Accident 

history for Lakeview Avenue / Walkers Brook Drive / 

General Way intersection (35 total reports, 23 in 2011-

2015 period); Bottom: Aerial image of Lakeview Avenue / 

Walkers Brook Drive / General Way intersection. 

(Accident data source: 

http://services.massdot.state.ma.us/crashportal/) 
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III. Design Review Response 

February 28, 2018 

VIA EMAIL  TO: jmercier@ci.reading.ma.us 

Mr. John Jarema 
Acting Chair, Zoning Board of Appeals 

16 Lowell Street 

Reading, MA 01867 

Re: Design Review 

 Eaton-Lakeview Apartments ï Comprehensive Permit Application 

 Reading, Massachusetts 

Dear Mr. Jarema, 

The purpose of this letter is to provide the Reading Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA) with neighborhood 

community review of the proposed design of the Eaton-Lakeview Apartments development.  We 

performed our review using the site and architectural plans submitted as part of the Chapter 40B 
Comprehensive Permit package. 

The most notable aspect of the plans is the scale and mass of the proposed development.  The project is 

proposing to maximize usable space on the proposed site by building with little to no setbacks.  Lot 

coverages are 40% and 59% at Lots 1 and 2, respectively.  The remaining land is practically 
undevelopable.  This extreme use of space creates a large congestion on the site which does not allow for 

adequate environmental conservation consistent with current standard development practices, and is not 

in scale with anything similar in the neighborhood.  Setbacks are only 19 ft. for Buildings 2 and 3 and 
only 11.9 ft. for Building 1, which creates an imposition on the roadway. 

One key observation about the materials presented in the application is that the incompatible scale and 

mass are not immediately obvious.  The application does not include site sections and elevations for any 
of the 3 buildings.  It appears that grade elevations are being increased by as much as 10 ft. for Buildings 

2 and 3 from current levels; however, the omission of site sections and elevations does not allow 

reviewers to properly understand and evaluate the design. 

Proposed buildings appear to be 4.5 to 5 stories high due to the sloping site, podium parking design, and 
regrading.  The single rendering in the package does not reflect the reality of a 4 / 5 story structure.  A car 

occludes the rear elevation (Figure III-1, car is in yellow outline).  The same car appears relatively large 

compared to the 194 ft. by 65 ft. building.  The chosen perspective also visually shortens the nearly 200 
ft. building length. 

It should be also noted that placing such a tall multi-story building with next to no setback from a narrow 

street represent a design approach that is at odds with other large projects in town (e.g., Reading 
Commons, 467 Main Street 40R, Gould Street 40R) where conscious effort was made to decrease the 

perception of height and scale from street perspective (Figure III-2). 

One additional concern is the apparent lack of experience of the architect engaged in this project.  The 

largest constructed development listed in his resume is 42 units.  The two listed developments of 
comparable size to the present proposal have not been built.  The current building design used in the 

mailto:jmercier@ci.reading.ma.us
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rendering is generic and very similar to other Reading developments ((Figure III -3).  The design also 

appears to be forced onto the site without giving thought to site specificity. 

Section III.A presents detailed design analysis and recommendations by an experienced architect.  The 

recommendations aim to promote the longevity of the development and improve the return on investment.  

We hope that the development team will use this input to improve their proposal. 

We encourage the ZBA to ask the architect to come up with a fresh site-specific design that pays attention 
sustainability and is environmentally conscious given the proximity of protected wetlands and a town 

riverfront.  Our comments on the environmental aspects of the proposed development (Section IV) 

provide concrete suggestions about how this can be accomplished via green infrastructure solutions like 
rain gardens, bioswales, or retention ponds (Low 

Impact Development ï LID).  Moving away from the 

current run-of-the-mill, conventional design will result 

in a more site-appropriate and responsible project. 

According to an Urban Land Institute (ULI) 

publication (https://uli.org/wp-content/uploads/ULI-

Documents/HarvestingtheValueofWater.pdf), 
municipalities and developers increasingly choose 

green infrastructure solutions over conventional gray 

infrastructure solutions because green infrastructure 
has the following advantages: 

¶ It lowers costs, including operating costs; 

¶ It enhances the attractiveness and value of a 

property;  

 

Figure III -2: The Reading Commons design 

consciously mitigates an imposing street façade. 

 

Figure III -1: Eaton Street rendering (provided as drawing A-2.1 in the CPA to the Town of Reading ZBA). 

https://uli.org/wp-content/uploads/ULI-Documents/HarvestingtheValueofWater.pdf
https://uli.org/wp-content/uploads/ULI-Documents/HarvestingtheValueofWater.pdf
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¶ It applies to different markets and contexts;  

¶ It offers large payoff after an initial learning curve; and  

¶ It protects real estate investments during peak weather events. 

We recommend that the ZBA require that the development team provide: 

1. Existing and proposed site sections through both lots and each building with an overlay of 

existing and proposed.  Site sections should clearly identify street level and include the retaining 
wall for the Jordanôs / Home Depot Plaza; 

2. True 2D elevations for all three buildings showing proposed grade relationships relevant to 

current street levels; 

3. Full 3D renderings of all three buildings and mass models of surrounding structures, viewed from 
several angles, including street view, view from the rear parking at human height, and birdôs-eye 

views to illustrate the massing relationships to surrounding neighborhood; 

4. Drawings should include the rooftop mechanical equipment required for the proposed 
development; 

5. Community hall design; 

6. Specifications for the planned improvement to Lakeview Avenue; 

7. Specifications for loading / unloading areas; 

8. Specifications for the proposed new retaining walls; 

9. Clear compensatory area specification for the proposed filling with the BLSF (Bordering Lands 

Subject to Flooding); 

10. Evaluation of the existing sanitation infrastructure and its ability to handle the increased capacity 

associated with the proposed development; 

11. Evaluation of proper water flows for both domestic and fire department use; 

12. Snow removal plans; and 

13. Missing ground water logs for Test Pits 16-2 and 16-5. 

                                                             
1 (a) Reading Woods; (b) Eaton-Lakeview Apartments; (c) Reading Commons 

 
 

(a) _____________________        (b) _____________________        (c) _____________________ 

Figure III -3: Which development is which? Fill in the blanks with Reading Commons, Reading Woods, and 

Eaton-Lakeview Apartments.
1
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We appreciate your consideration of our input.  Please direct questions regarding our design review to 

Dean Hofelich (17 Beech Street), Michael Flynn (190 Green Street), or Boriana Milenova (94 Eaton 

Street) at boriana.milenova@gmail.com. 

CC: 
Julie Mercier, Community Development Director 

Jean Delios, Assistant Town Manager 
Bob LeLacheur, Town Manager 

Brad Jones, Representative 20
th
 Middlesex District 

Reading Board of Selectmen 

mailto:boriana.milenova@gmail.com
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III.A. Architect peer review by Dean Hofelich (RA, New York) 

As an architect (Registered in New York) and resident of the neighborhood surrounding the Eaton-

Lakeview development, I have met with several neighbors to review the project and design to establish a 

list of observations and concerns.  My observations noted throughout this document are a mix of concerns 

shared by many in the neighborhood, and my own professional observations made upon review of the 
package submitted to the ZBA, and focuses on the architectural design.  I am providing this evaluation on 

behalf of the neighbors with the hope the ZBA will use them in their own review of the project. 

III.A.1. Building design observations: 

On review of the documents submitted I feel there is not enough information provided for the ZBA to 

make a proper evaluation.  In the site drawings, it appears the grade elevations are being increased by as 
much as 10 ft. for buildings 2 and 3, however no site sections or exterior elevations have been provided to 

illustrate this change to the site.  This information is crucial to fully understand the design intent.  In my 

opinion, the deliberate omission of site sections and elevations for all three buildings is a strategic method 
to hide a negative aspect of the design that could potentially hinder approval of the project.  The colored 

architectural rendering provided on page A2.1 offers an example of what the building would look like, but 

does not paint a real picture of this design. 

III.A.2. Design details taken from the drawings provided: 

There are 3 buildings, designed to be the same in plan and essentially the same in elevation, but their 
juxtaposition on the site results in unique re-grading and drainage designs due to the topography of the 

site.  Each building has the same floor plan with parking on the lowest level.  This podium type of 

construction has become a popular method for apartment buildings.  The buildings are noted as a 4 
stories, but with the proposed grade changes they may appear to be at least 4.5 stories on the street side, 

and 5 stories on the rear side as grade slopes down toward the rear edge of the site. 

Design Observations 

1. C3.1 ï Grades appear to be built up as much as 10 ft. along Lakeview Ave, and slope downward 

toward the rear of the site. 

2. C3.1 & C3.2 ï It appears much of Lots A & B are surrounded by a retaining wall. 

3. A-0.1 & A-1.0 ï A Community Hall is shown on the site & parking layout plan, but no design is 

provided. 

4. A-1.0 ï A five stop elevator is being provided in each building. 

5. A-1.0 & A-1.1 ï All 3 buildings are the same design, Buildings 1 & 3 same plan, Building 2 

mirrored. 

6. A-1.1 ï (18) 1 bedroom units 

a. 5 per floor on 1
st
 & 2

nd
 floors; 4 per floor on 3

rd
 & 4

th
 floors 

7. A-1.1 ï (18) 2 bedroom units 

a. 4 per floor on 1
st
 & 2

nd
 floors; 5 per floor on 3

rd
 & 4

th
 floors 

8. A-1.1 ï (4) 3 bedroom units 

a. 1 per floor on 4 floors 

9. A-2.0 ï Podium style construction with parking under the buildings. 
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10. A-2.0 & A-2.1 ï Generic exterior design with a mix of clapboard and shingle siding, and some 

stone masonry on the lower levels. 

11. A-2.0 ï Sloped mansard roof with a flat area on top.  Rooftop mechanical equipment is not 
shown. 

12. A-1.1 & A2.0 ï Some ground floor units are entered through exterior facing doors, while others 

are entered from a double loaded interior corridor. 

III.A.3. Missing or unclear drawing information: 

1. Site Drawings 

a. No site sections have been provided in the site drawings. 

b. Proposed topography not clear, appears to increase the overall height of buildings 2 & 3. 

c. Turning radiuses in the parking appears tight.  Has fire truck access and turning clearances 
been tested? 

2. Building Drawings 

a. Exterior elevations only provided for building 1.  Building 2 & 3 elevations needed. 

b. Community Hall design is missing. 

c. The rendering on A-2.1 does not reflect the reality of the actual building heights. 

III.A.4. Requested revisions and considerations: 

Based on the design observations listed above, we feel that additional drawings are necessary to properly 

evaluate the design as a whole.  The developer appears to have intentionally left out key aspects of the 
design that would likely raise serious concerns for the ZBA.  We recommend the ZBA request the 

following additional drawings. 

1. Existing and proposed site sections through both lots and each building with an overlay of 

existing and proposed.  The site sections should clearly identify street level and include the 
retaining wall for the Jordanôs / Home Depot Plaza. 

2. Provide true 2D elevations of all 3 buildings showing proposed grade relationships, relative to 

current street levels.  See Sections III.A.1 and III.A.3. 

3. Ask the Architect to provide full 3D renderings of all 3 buildings & mass models of surrounding 

structures, viewed from several angles including street view, view from rear parking at human 

height, and birdôs-eye views to understand massing relationships to surrounding neighborhood. 

III.A.5. Further design considerations 

Massing and scale are not in keeping with surrounding neighborhood.  The neighborhood consists of 
single family homes and apartment buildings 2.5 stories or less.  Exterior finish treatment is generic and 

could be located anywhere.  The design appears to be a reused design taken from another project and 

forced on to this site without site specificity.  The attached sheet is provided to illustrate examples of 
designs that range from 2.5 to 3 stories, which would better fit the character of the surrounding 

neighborhood. 

1. Revise Buildings 2 & 3 designs to be 2.5 ï 3 story buildings. 

2. Revise Building 1 design to be 2 story townhouses or 2 single family homes for sale. 

3. Consider more site specific design, with a more contemporary aesthetic. 
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a. Revising the aesthetics to a more contemporary design will promote longevity - wonôt look 

dated the day itôs built. 

b. Ends of buildings 2 & 3 facing street is clumsy and not a graceful way to face the street 
and respond to the existing neighborhood. 

4. Lower roof lines, occupied dormers under roof on top floor can help reduce height, scale and 

overall massing (similar to Reading Commons along West Street).  Locating more 1 bedroom 
units in the attic level. 

5. Consider flat roofs (similar to Wakefield project on North Ave).  Penthouses for elevators & 

screening for mechanical equipment. 

6. Other design thoughts to consider 

a. Incorporate more sustainable design strategies. 

i. Zero fossil fuel emissions ï geo-thermal or VRF systems. 

b. Super insulated building envelope exceeding code minimums. 

c. Water reclamation for site irrigation. 

d. Photo Voltaic solar power. 

e. Solar water heaters. 

f. Eco-friendly materials.  No PVC or vinyl. 

g. Consider LEED Certification ï LEED certification provides a verification process that 

ensures the building will meet certain performance goals. 

The neighbors of the Eaton-Lakeview development have several concerns with the development being 
proposed in their neighborhood.  We realize the Town of Reading is committed to achieving the state 

mandated quantities of affordable workforce housing by establishing Chapter 40R districts.  We 

understand the Eaton-Lakeview development offers an opportunity for the town to achieve the mandated 
goals and some members of the planning board and board of selectmen would like to see this project built 

as proposed.  Exploiting Chapter 40B in this way places an unfair burden on the residents who chose this 

neighborhood for its character.  We understand that Chapter 40B projects are difficult to stop, however 
the Town of Reading should use any all resources available, including their safe harbor status, to control 

the designs of these proposed projects to better fit the character of the neighborhood and the spirit of the 

Reading Zoning By-Laws. 

III.A.6. Example projects 

The images in Figure III -4 illustrate projects ranging from 2.5 stories to 3 stories tall.  Most are located in 
Reading and have been built in neighborhoods similar to the Eaton-Lakeview neighborhood.  We feel that 

they are good examples of massing and scale that would fit the character of the Eaton-Lakeview 

community.  Finally, Figure III-5 presents an adapted image depicting the removal of a floor from the 

current design. 
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 3 stories with flat roof 2.5 stories with occupied attic & dormers 

   

 2.5 stories with mansard roof & dormers 3 stories with full gable roof 

Figure III -4: More appropriate massing and scale and better curb appeal than the Eaton-Lakeview proposal. 

 

Figure III -5: Eaton-Lakeview Apartments reduced to 3 stories results into a less overwhelming facade. 
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IV. Environmental Concerns 

February 28, 2018 

VIA EMAIL  TO: jmercier@ci.reading.ma.us 

Mr. John Jarema 
Acting Chair, Zoning Board of Appeals 

16 Lowell Street 

Reading, MA 01867 

Re: Environmental Concerns 

 Eaton-Lakeview Apartments ï Comprehensive Permit Application 

 Reading, Massachusetts 

Dear Mr. Jarema: 

The purpose of this letter is to provide the Reading Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA) with neighborhood 

community input about environmental concerns we have related to the proposed Eaton-Lakeview 

Apartments development.  We would have liked to provide comments and review on an environmental 
impact analysis performed by the development team and submitted as part of the Chapter 40B 

Comprehensive Permit package but such analysis is unfortunately absent from the current application. 

According to MassHousing's Determinations and Recommendations in their Project Eligibility Letter, 

dated October 24, 2017, as part of the public hearing process the developer's team should be prepared to 
address: 

ñDevelopment of this Site will require compliance with all state and federal environmental laws, 

regulation and standards applicable to existing conditions and to the proposed use relating floodplain 
management, wetland protection, river and wildlife conservation, water quality, stormwater management, 

wastewater treatment, and hazardous waste safety.  The Applicant should expect that the Municipality 

will require evidence of such compliance prior to the issuance of a building permit for the project.ò 

The current application has not addressed this clearly stated MassHousing requirement.  While the 

application discusses floodplain and stormwater management, it does not provide information about 

compliance with the state and federal environmental laws or anything else that pertains to the impact of 

this development on the environment.  This is especially important given that the work will be done 
within the regulated 100 ft. buffer of protected wetlands. 

The proposal includes subsurface infiltration as a method to manage stormwater.  The predominant soil 

type is Urban Land and Merrimac-Urban Land Complex, which is to be expected at a filled / reworked 
semi-industrial site.  However, urban soils (fill in this case) often contain persistent legacy contaminants 

like PAHs (Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons), lead and arsenic, so subsurface infiltration could degrade 

water quality before it discharges into the adjacent wetlands.  Additionally, the site was used to store 
construction equipment that could have released oil or hazardous chemicals and caused additional 

contamination.  Therefore, we strongly contend that the development team should have included a Phase I 

Environmental Site Assessment as part of the submission. 

The Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment would identify potential or existing environmental 
contamination before soil is excavated.  During construction, contaminated soil can get entrained into 

mailto:jmercier@ci.reading.ma.us
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outdoor air and migrate to neighborsô 

yards.  If this happens when people 

are outside, any hazardous material 
in the soil will be ingested / inhaled 

by the neighbors. 

We include a MassDEP site scoring 
map (Figure IV-1) that indicates land 

in close proximity to the proposed 

development is a solid waste landfill 

(checkered red area) and there is a 
high likelihood that contaminants 

may be present that could be 

mobilized with increased amounts of 
groundwater.  It should be noted that 

underground water contamination 

has been recorded in this area in the 
past.  The development team should 

include in their submission current 

test results regarding underground 

water quality and the presence of 
contaminants. 

Figure IV-1 also illustrates that the 

proposed development is adjacent to 
a public water supply protection area 

(PWS Protection Area Zone A 

marked in blue stripes).  Therefore, 
storm water treatment is of utmost 

concern.  The effectiveness of the 

proposed stormwater management 

plan depends on maintenance actions 
like servicing oil / water separators, 

stockpiling snow in designated locations, cleaning out catchments, etc.  Such promises are hard to enforce 

and monitor once the project has been approved.  Stormwater management has been identified as the 
leading cause of water pollution and in the present case, there is a real risk of degraded water quality that 

would endanger the protected areas.  It would be imperative for the town to mandate quarterly 

maintenance reports, including receipts from vendors performing the maintenance, photos of the work, 

photos of compliance activities, measurements of water levels and water quality testing results.  An 
alternative, more environmentally conscious approach to stormwater management would be clearly 

preferable. 

As proposed, construction will take place within the 100 ft. wetland buffer and next to Walkers Brook, 
which has rich amphibious wildlife and is treated as a river under town bylaws.  It is surprising that the 

development team went forward with a very conventional design and did not attempt to include any 

elements of green infrastructure like rain gardens, bioswales, or a retention pond.  These forms of 
bioretention would help preserve water quality and protect our water resources. 

One may argue that these modern, environmentally friendly bioretention solutions require sufficient open 

areas to be effective.  However, the lack of open areas in the proposed development is mainly due to the 

 

Figure IV -1: MassDEP Phase 1 Site Assessment Map centered on 

the proposed development site. 
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fact that the current design is focused on maximizing the number of units and associated parking.  This 

results in large impervious areas.  A more environmentally conscious design would consider 

sustainability and green infrastructure solutions as an alternative to the costly underground tanks in the 
current proposal.  This would result in a more environmentally friendly lower density development that is 

more cost effective and aesthetically pleasing compared to the current proposal.  A lower density 

development would also be more consistent in scale and mass with the surrounding neighborhood. 

Figure IV-2 illustrates several possible approaches to make the proposed Eaton-Lakeview development 

environmentally friendly ï and perhaps even bring a Lake to Lakeview Avenue.  Unfortunately, the 

development team demonstrates a lack of imagination in filling one of the few open spaces in the current 

design with a limited-purpose community building.  One could easily visualize a retention pond or a rain 
garden in that area instead of another structure that creates an additional impervious area. 

 

   

 Retention pond in a condominium complex Retention pond in an apartment complex 

   

 Urban raingarden Raingarden design 

Figure IV -2: Examples of environmentally conscious design. 

It may be that the current development team lacks sufficient expertise in environmentally friendly and 

sustainable solutions.  Or it may be that the developer chose to follow the standard uninspired approach to 

Chapter 40B development.  Considering large scale developments across town, it is eye opening how 
similar they are to each other (Figure III-3 ï did you pass the quiz?). 

As explained in Section I of our response, the Town of Reading is less than 30 units away from the 10% 

affordable housing threshold.  The townôs need (local Housing Need) for affordable housing should be 


